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INTROBUCTION i

-

Between 1982 and (1983, mére than 750 homenmakers from Peansylvania an&
Massachusetts participated in a national stu4y to test selected uethods of
delivering nutrition education to lowéincome families. The a:udy; the
EFNEP/Pood Siamp'}flo: Project, was conducted through :he'sxpsndédsigod aud
Nutr%Fion kducation’?fogram‘(E%NEP) in ten :tates; Pénnsylvenia and
Hnnsa;huaetts, two ofAthe ;tatea involved in the.s:udy, pilot tested a

_ - 4
combination of lessons given face-to~face as home visits and mailed lessons

‘supplemented by follow~up telephone calls.

g At the conclusion of the study, Pennsylvania and Massachusetts

§ ot

%onduq:ed a survey of program participants, asking for thelr inpressions of
the pilot project. The survey_ggeuﬁéd‘on three toplcs:

1. Homemakérs® reactions to. the instructional methods and matevials
used in the pilot project.

2. Teaching content that homemakers considered most helpful and the
extent to which nutritional practices reportedly were adopted.

3. Extent to which homemakers discussed'program information with
others. . .

The purpose of this paper is to report the results of the Pennsylvania
. ﬁ

and Massachusetts surveys and to discuss their implications for EFNEP.

OVERVIEW OF Ef&EP/FOQD STAMP PILOT PROJECT

Purpose
The purpose of the EFNEP/Food Stamp Pilot Project was to prévidé

evaluative data for analyzing the efficiency of selected teaching methods.

The study examined three different treatments:

LL

.o
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Treatment l: one-~to-one contacts plus mailed leseons supplenen:ed by
' telephone calln

Treatment 2: one~to-one contacts plua group lessons supplementéd by
telephone calis

-

-
e

Treataent 3: oze-to—cne contacts plus group lessons

Pennsylvania and Massachusetts tested treatment 1.1 This ;reatment was
chosen in an gffort to overcome the prob@eus of dispersed poyulationé and -
to reach increased mmbers of homemakers. Each. local project site in these
states contained an eaperimental, a traditionmal, and a countrol group of e

hemenake:sf Homenakers assigned to the experimental group received five

nutrition lessons face-to-face plus seven miiled lessons, each of which was =
followed up by telephone contacts. Homemakers who were assigned to the
traditional group received all 12 -nutrition lessons on a one~to—one basis.

Control group homemakers received no lessons during the project period.

Staffing _ |
In Peunnsylvania, EFNEP staff in three sites were.chusen»:o participate ’ﬁ
in tae study: Bislr/ﬂuntingdbn. Cambria, and Luzerne Counties. In B
Massachusetts, studymeitea were located in four major urban areas across
the state: Brockcon_(Plymoutthnuntf), Canmbridge/Somerville (Middieséx
County), épringfield/Chicopee (Hampden County), and Worcester (Worcester
County). éxtengion home economists snd EFNEP aupervisors‘uere responsibler )
for the aides” teaching and served as liaisons between the counties and the
universities. A total of twenty-five nutrition sides in Pennsylvsnis and

Massachusetts provided nutritfon education to homemakers in this project.

4
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lDa:s collection and analysis for the study were performed by SRI
International under contract with the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Curriculum Materials

The standard curriculum consisted of twelve lessons which covereglthe
basic four food groups, menu pianning, and food shopping. Five table-size
£1ip charts, 'ésting Right Is Basic,'z formed the basié'for the firat ten
lessoans hnmehakera received. The flip cﬁar:s were designed so Zhat the
aide read the text while the homemaker looked ae a pictorial presentation
-f the message. The homemaker did not see the lesson text.

Lessons 11 and 12, "It Pays to Shop wiéh a List" and "Let”s Play the
Supermarket Game,” were h6§k-size flip cha::s.3 The nutrition aide read
the text along with the homemaker. Although all the flip charts cc..cained
pictures, Florida“s mostly were simple line drawings with no color, whiie
Michigan’s were illustrated more elaborately and incorporated color.

Mailed leaaona‘were develoﬁed by Massachuset:é EFNE? to substitute for
seven face-to-face conéacts and were used by both Pénnsylvania and
Hassachusetts.‘ with;n[ane week of the homemaker”s réceipt of the mailed
lesson, the nutrition afide telephoned him or her, The alide reviewed the
information i; the brochure an& on the activity sheet, and answered any
questions the homemaker had. No new subject matter was taught during the

telephone call.

2Hichigan State Unfversity Cooperative Extensiou Service, "Eating
Right 1s Basic,” East Lansing, Michigan, 1981.

sFlorida Cooperative Extension Service, "It Pays to Shop with a List”
and "Let’s Play the Supermarket Game,” University of Florida, Gainesville,
Florida, 1979.

“Maasaéhusects Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program, Mail
Brochure Course, Cooparative Extension Service, University of
Massachusetts, Amherst, Massachusctts, 1981. :
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) Recruitment of Participants

EPNEF staff recruited homemakers principally by sending promotional
literature to fsﬁllies who iived in project areas and who were included on
state welfare agency mailing lists. Extension staff in Penasylvania mailed
recruiting materials to famtilies directly; in Massachusetts staff at the

state office for the Department of Public Welfafe mailed the materials.
/ B

Homemakers' {n’each ntate who were interested in receiving nutrition : k
41ennans responded SF calling an 8097 éelephéne mmber. Homemakers were R lé
‘gcreened for eligibility on éhe‘baain of low—-income guidelines, age of i
children, and participation in EFNEP. Eligibleigamenskers Qere then ;
randomly assigned tq either an experimental, a traditional, or a coatrol k ;
treatment group. e . , \V?

JQ i 5, \‘
Data Collaction and Analysis ‘ ' | . \;

Project teaching lasted one year. During each homemaker®s siz—month %
instructional period SRI Igternational collected data af tﬁrea points: the i
outret, midpoint, and six monﬁhe. The 24-Hour Food Recall provided }
information on homemakers” food Eonsumption, and the Homemaker !
Questionnaire measured their knowledge of nutrition information and their
food preparation and shopping practices. SRI conducted the analysis and

prepared a final report.

HOMEMAKER SURVEY METHODOLOGY

Participants . e

Two hundred ninety-one homemakers from Pennsylvania and 262 from
Massachusetts completed the pilot project. They constituted the survey

population. A total of 149 Pennsylvania and ninety-two Massachusetts

: 8




homemakers participated in the survey. Among the Pennsylvanians, seventy
received one-to-one home visits for their program instruction and seventy-
ﬁlne received the combination o£ mailed less;ns and telephone éalls. In
Massachusetts, fifty-six participants received the one-~to-one leseons and

thirty-six received the mailed lessons with telephone contacts.

Penneylvania and Massachusetts recruited survey participants somewhat

differently. Toward the end of the pilot project, homemskers in beth
states were asked if they would participate in post-program evsluations.

Ag the same time the states were recruited survey participants, they also
,sske&\project homemakers 1f they would like to be included in a six-month
foliow-up study.s In Pennsylvan%a, participation in the homemaker survey
was treated independently of participation in the follow-hp study, while
homemakers in Masssachusetts who chose té partiéipatevin their survey
understood that they also were part of the follow-u§ é:udy. In addition to

an initial i{nterview which included questions about their reactions to thei

t

pilet project, Massachusetts homemakers consented t- being contacted two
mcre times during the following six months. Althoﬁgh Pennsylvania's

. homemaker survey also was conducted along with the follow-up study and
_included some survey participants, participation in the follow—up study was

not a condition for being included in the survey.

SSO:h Pennsylvania and Massachusctts initiated a follow-up study to
test homemakers” retention of nutritional knowledge and practices learned
as a result of their participation in the pilot project. While tha two
states differed in their design and procedures for implementing the follow-
up, homemaker recruitment for the follow-up as well as the survey occurred
at the same time, lmmedi{ately after project completion.




Thus, self selection was used to recruit survey participants in both
states. The diffe:cncé’uaa that Massachusaetts homemakers were self- L
selected on the basis of their willingness to participate in #nocher long-
term study. Having signed on for six more m&nths. these hoamemakers 5
probably were more inclined to view :he,projact favorably than were those E
who declined to participare. Given this bias, Massachusetts homemakers

" might appeat to react more positively to the project in general than would
their colleagues {a Pennsylvania.

Participant Characteristics. With only a few exceptions, survey

participants in both states had similar characteristics. All but seven

é participants of the total were women. Pennsylvania howemakers were an
. |
. |
average age of twenty-nine years; those in Massachusetts averaged thirty-
}

=

two Years. Ninety-dne percent of homemakers in Pennsylvania and 79 percent
_in Massachusetts were white. Approximately 7 percent of Massachusetts
participants were black and 13 percent were Hispanic.

Table 1 shows the place of residence of the survey participants.

Table 1

Piace of Residence of Survey Participants

Towns & Suburbds

Farm, Towns . Cities of Cities . Cities No. of
* ' ' Under 10,000 10,000~ Over Over Par-
T , Pop. and Rural 50,000 50,000 50,000 tici-
State | Nonfarm Aress Pop. Pop. Pop. " Total pants

percent of participanta~—~=

Pennsylvania 76 24 T -~ 100 149
Magsachusetts - 4 5 90 99 92
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While Pennsylvania homemakers primarily were rural resideats,
homemakers in Massachusetts were urban residents. More than'three-fourths
of Penusyivauia homenakeras lived on farms, in towms hn@g; 10,000
population, and in rural noqfarm areas; the rést resided ;; ﬁowns and
cities between 10,000 an& 5G,000. On the other hand, 90 perceét of the
Massachusetts homemakers lived in cities of 50,000 or more.

Asked about their participation in public assistance programs, 73
percent of homemakers {n Pennsylvania and 87 percent in Massachusetts said
they received fdeq staups; 43 percent in Pennsylvania and 25 percent in
Massachusetts sai% they participated in the WIC (Women, Infants, Children)
program. Nassachu¥etcs homemakers were more likely to be on Qelfare; 76
percent in Massachusetts compared to 46 percent in Penneleaﬁia were
welfare recipients. |

Homemakers”™ monthly incomes were similar. Forty-six percent of
Pennsylvania hamemakéts and éi percent of those in Massachusetts had
monthly incomes of less than $418 per month. About one—third in bofh
states had incomes éf over $520 per month.

However, educatiounai levels of participating homemakers varied

considerabiy. Table 2 shows the distribution.

Table 2

Highest Educational Level Achieved by Survey Participants

r———— . = ——— -

Beyond No. of
8th Crade 9th-10th 1llth~12th High Partici-
State or Less Grades Grades School Total pants

—~-=~--—~=percent of participantg-——r-——=-

Pennaylvania 6 13 73 8 100 139
Massachusetts 13 19 1 46 22 “100 91

-———
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Almost tﬁree-fourths of Penn;ylvania‘s homemavrers had received a high
school education; less than half of }he participants in Massachusetts were
educated at the eleventh or‘twelfth»grade level.‘ Howaver, almoét one~
fourth of the respondents in Massacuchetts had completed their education

beyond:high school, 8 percent had done so in Pemnsylvania. At(the'éabe

. time, néarly one-third of the homemakers in Massachusetts were not educated

‘beyond tenth grade.

N ' B

The number of family members showed little variation between s:ates;
Pe&nsylvania participating families had an average of 3.9 members;

Massachusetts averaéed 3.8 members. About one-sixth of- participants in

both states had only two members in the family, and approximately qnéftenth'

had six or more members. Slightly more thaan one-third of Pennsylvania and
Massachusetts raspondenés had no children in the family under five years of
age. However, approximately 63 percent of Massachusetts families and 34

percent of Pennsylvania families had only one adult in the family.

uestioanatre
The questionnaire was designed to determine hémemakers‘ reactions and
perceptions of the pilot project fn three aregs: teaching methods and
materials, program content and learning outcomes, Qnd shared information
from the program (see Appendix). Quesgions whi:ﬁ\focéaed on the mail plus
telephone lessons were addressed only ;é particibancs in the experimentaf

treatdent group because these questions were not applicable to homemakers

who received home visits oaly.

Procedures

-----

Pennsylvania and Massachusetts followed the same procedure for

admin{stering the survey. It was administered by telephone; femzle

12
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graduate student« conducted the interviews. Interviewess contacted most of

the homemakers within one month after they had completed the pilot

. -
.,

project. The interviewers airtecpted to contact homemakers as many t° 28 as
necessary (n order to reach them. Interviews lasted fifteen to twanty
minutes. Interviewers encountered some problems contacting homemakers

because they had moved or thetr telephones had been disconnected.

»

HOMEMAKER SURVEY FINDINGS

Teaching Methods and Materials

Table 3 shows the preferences of homemakers assigned to the
experimental group for the kind of lessons they received: ’lessons in the
home, mailed lessons, or a combination of some .Jessons at home and some

mailed. . \

P

Table 3

Preferences of Experimental Homemakers for Type of Teaching Method

Preferred :
Teaching Method Pennsylvania Massachusetts
———m --percent of respondents————-—=~—-
Lessons: {n home 54 32
Matled les .gn.: ' 9 9
Combinatic: ~ 'me ana mailed .37 59
Total percent ‘ 100 100
Number of respondents 78 34

— - - ~ ———

i/



. ¥

N 10

Slisht1y~GVer half (54 percent) of the homemakers in Pennsylvania most
preferred 1ess§n§ in their home, while the majority (59 percent) of
Massachusetts respondents indicated their preference for the combination of
some at home and some mailed. Slightly more than one-third (37 percent) in
Pennsylvania preferred the combination home and mailed lessons and nearly
under one-third (32 percent) in Massachusetts chose lessins in the home.
Nine percent of homemakers in each state preferred the mailed lessons
exclueively. Thus, home lessons and the combination of home and mailed
léssons are the two :eachi;g methods most preferred by Pennsylvania and
Massachusetts homemakers. Mailed lessons only were the least preferred.

All surveyed homemakers were asked about their preferencés for the

number of lessons and the frequency with which they receive them. Asked

‘about the number of lessons they would liké to receive, about rwo-thirds of

the homemakers in both states indicated they preferred the same number of
lessons {twelve) they had received in the program. )Approximately one~third
would like to have had more lessons, and less than‘ﬁo percent in each state
preferred fewer lessons. Responding to how often they would 1like to
receive lessons, at least three-fourths of the participants in Pennsylvania

and Massachusetts most preferred the same frequency they had experienced;

this was approximately every two weeks. About one~fifth would like to have

had more frequent lessons, and less than 10 percent chose less frequent
iessons .

All homemakers were asked to react to the different materials used in
the lessons.q Table 4 summarizes respondents” reactions to the flip
charts. Three-fourths of homemakers in both states felt the information

was generally understandable; approximately one-fourth thought it was too

easy. Over 85 percent ‘of homemakers in each state felt they had received

14
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Table 4

Reactions of Homemakers to Flip Charts

Question Topic

Pennsylvania

Massachusetts

—~——

(a) Difficulty of under-
standing information

percent of respondents

Too hard 3 2

Generally understandable 74 . 74

Too easy 22 24
Total percent 9o+ 100
Number of respondents 147 92
(b) Amount of information in

lessons

Too little 12 10

Right amount 86 85

Too Much 1 5
Total percent 99% 100
Number of respondents 148 89
(c) Did pictures hélp homemakers

understand information?

Made 1t harder 1 0

Made it easnier 74 77

Yeither nelped nor hurt 25 23
Total percent 100 100
Number of respondents 147 92

* Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.

-
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the right amount of information in the lessons and about three-fourths of
the participants thought the piv:u;es helped their understanding‘of the
information.

- Overall, homemakers in both states were plessed with the flip charts.
Some would have 1liked the flié charts to contain more challehging
information - or mofe information in each lesson. While most homemakers said
they benefited from the pictures, approximately one-fourth ‘felt the
plctures did not affect their understanding of the lessons.

The survey asked assigned to the experimental group homemakers for
their reactions to the level of dZ.ficulty and the awount of information
contained in the mailed lessons. The majority of homemakers in both states
gave positive evaluations for these items. Eighty-five percent of
Pennsylvanians and 86 percent of respondents in Massachusetts said the
information in the mailed iessons was generally understandable. Among
Pennsylvania patgicipants, 78 percent thought the lessons ccn;ained the
right amount of information; 94 percent in Massachusetts feit Fhis way.

Experimental homemakers also were asked to give their impressions of
the telephone calls. Table 5 shows the responses thgt‘indicaté |
participants” approval. ‘More than 80 percent of(the homemakérs in both
states felt the phone calls lasted the right amount of time, agreed that
the right amount of information was discussed, and rated the alls as

generally or very helpfﬁl. ' :
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Table 5

Reactions of Experimental Homemakers to Telephone Calls

S e
~ . h

Telephone Call Zriteria Pennsylvania Mas: achusétts

——--percent of respondents saying “yeg"~—-

Right length of time " 87 83 :
Right amount of information 86 86 . ;
Generally or very helpful 84 - 89 :
Number of respondents ' 79 . 36 -

. . et -

P :
[ "
-

h

.“'

In order to obtain homemakers” reactions to the program as a whole,
the survey asked 1f they had.recomgended the program to ether people.
.
Fifty-eight percent of ail respondents in Pennsylvania and 76 percenmt in

Massachusetts said they had. Those who had not recommended the program

T
-

were asked if they wguld; all of them responded posikively.

Homemakgrq_in bothﬂstgtgs reacted gi@ila;;y whan they were aske; what
they would like to see changed in the program. Fifty-seven percent of
Penngylvania homemakers and 58 percent of Massachusetts re;pondent; said
they did not know or t£ere was nothing they would chsnge.‘ They appeared to
be generally pleased with the program. Of those who suggested changes (43 — //(
percent in Pen ylvcnia and 41 percent in Massachusetts), responses /
indicated a genéf;l desire for additiomal nutritional information. Table 6
snows the changes most often suggested by homemakers. 'They in~lude

guggest{ions about both program content and methods: additional recipcs

with menu ideas; more advanced and in-depth materfals; more lessons or home.

17
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visits; and more activities with the aide, espécially in food preparation;
Several Penhsleania homemakers also mentioned that they would 1ike to ‘see
the mailed lessons elinlnated they had gehersl problems with the program,
or chey disliked the :elephone calls. Ovetall,'Pennsylyanians g&ve more

negative respcases than homemakers in Massachusetts.

-

Table 6

Changes {in Program Most Frequently Suggested by Homemakers

2

i) - RN

' Pfogran Change’ Pennsylvania Massachusetts

i,

pm—

number of responses

I. Content

ey
8. More recipes with
nenu' ideas 12 ‘ 12
b. More in-depth educa-
tional materials 8 E 5
I1. Methods )
a. More home visits 8 2

b. More activities
with aide*: N

c. More lessons

d. " Eliminate mailed

W o~
o

lessons. 7 ' : 0
e. .General program
problems 6 1
f. Disliked telephone
calls 5 0
I11. Other#* ' 18 . 10
Total responses received ) 71 46

¢

7

/#Activitiee include especially food preparstion.
**0ther includes requests for more genersgl or specific food and nutrition
information. -

L
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Learning Outcomes of the Project

In an effort to elicit homemaker-generated inforwation, the survey . E
e~kea nomémakerﬁ to .choose one thing the aidevtéught them that helped the
-most. Table 7’shows responseé grouped into four categories: food
shoppigg, general nu:rition‘lnfcrmation,'menu planning, and other. The ©
largesgﬁpercen:age of Penmngylvania participants and 80 percent in
e Hassach&setcs found the food shopping tips to be most helpful. Resbbndént§
in both states repeatedly nentiongd such tips.as makihg shopping lists,
collecting coupﬁns, reading labels for 1ngredient§, andugging unit-pricing
guidelines: Approximately equal proportions of Pennsy;va;ia (53 percént)
and Massachusetts (28 percent) respondeants thought the genefal nutrition
1nform§tion helped the most. In'thig category, homemakers most often cited ~
the vitamin and protein content of foods and nutrients in general. Twice

-

as many Massachusetts as Pénnsylvania respondents said they learned the

#

most from menu planning activities such as using recipes with mest

substitutes and regulating serving sizes.

, 19
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Table 7

Homimakers® Choice of Teaching That Was Most Helpful ‘ p:
\ Most Helpful | ‘ Y _— ‘vﬁ
Area of Teaching - . Pennsylvania ' Massachusetts -
ﬁercént of respondents ——
, Food shopping 42 T : 30
General nutrition , ' -§
-informatfion. 3 . 28 :
‘Menu planning ' 18 36 .
Other - T 7 6
Total percent | + -100 100 \
Number of respondents 137 - > A 80

As a follow-up to the question about what helped the most, homemakers

{

then were asked to think'ﬁack before they started the program and to )

indicate how often they put fnto practice the lesrning they mentioned. For .-
example, if a homemak;r‘ésid that reading food labels was the most helpful
information the aide taught her, the interviewer asked her how often she

:\ read 'labels bdbefore énd after she was in the program. Table 8 shows the

\ reported changes in frequancy with which respondeats followed the practice

\ they noted.

20
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. . : Table 8 , s

+

Repo:ied Changes i{n Frequency With Which Homemakers
Followed a Learned Practice

o

Frequency -’ Pennsylvania Massachusetts
of Practice " Before After Before After

perceanof respondents

#

oy B

. 'Two or more times h . '
. a month T 13 66 16 86

Once a month or : y o ‘é
less 21 11 . ’ 24 ¢ 4 '{

Never o T 43 1 48 0 :

Don”t know 23 22 12 SC

Total percent ., 100 . 100 100 100 N

Number of respondeats 137 137 80 80

L3}

)

While almost half of the homemakers in both states sald that before
:hé éilciﬂprdjéég éhéyﬁhééﬂﬁéégrrﬁéacticed the type of learning they
mentioned, 66 percent of the respondents in Pennsylvanis and 86 percent in
Massachusetts indicated they followed the practice two or more times a
month by the time they had finished the program. These results show
dramatic éhanges {n ﬁhe frequency with which homemakers reportedly adopted
nutri:iénal practices.

Table 9 presents homemakers” suggestions of how the nutrition aides

could have been more helpful, A total of 66 percent in Pennsylvania and 83

percent {n Massachusetts aéid there was nothing or they didn”t know what

e iy S T e e b bt e et ¢ e e agan s S s et
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more the aide could have done. Seven percent or fewer of the participants
in ea¢h state mentioned specific areszs such as menu planning or food
preparation, shopping, or additional home visits. Other areas homemakers

¢

1isted 1nclude¢4norg thognugh discussion of lesson material, no mailed
. 5 S' ‘).. I

lessons, and a suggention that the teaching be carried out in groups

instead of individually.

) - Table ? > N

Homemakers™ Suggestions of How Aides Could have Been More Helpful

Suggested Area for

Additional Help Pennsylvania " Massachusetts
percent of respondentg——-——--- ——

Nothing ' 49 69

More about four food groups 2 ) 2

More on wmenu planning or
food preparation

More asbout shopping
or budgeting

More home visits

Answer more questions

Other

Don“t know

W
~J

~ O W~

Pt g

Total percent : 1060 100

Number of respondents 149 92

The survey asked participants if they had learned about nutrition from

a source other than the aide while they wpre in the program. Seventy-five

percent of Pennsylvania and 82 percent of Massachusetts homemakers said

22
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they had not received infatna;ion from anywhere outside the program. For
the small proportion who Sad, their information came from friends,
neighbors, relatives, or agency materials. Thus, the bulk of nutritional

{nformation homemakers acquired came from program sources.

Inforoation Sharing

The quastionniaire sought to determine the extent to whleh participants
ahargg progran information, with whom they shared it, how often they shared
it, and what informatiomn they discussed most freqden:ly.

Almost all homemakers (94 percent) ir both states said they had talked
about the program with someone other than the aide. Most reported talking
with ffiends. neighbors, or relatives. The'tééal number of people with
whou an individual homemaker talked ranged froﬁ one to more than ten. In
Pennsylvania, approximately equal proportibna of respﬁndents shared 1
information with one or two people (22 percent), three or four (26
percent), five or six (24 ﬁercen:), and seven or more (20 percent).
Respondents in Massachusetts were slightly less evenly distributed among
one or two persons (22 percent), three or four (26 percent), five or six
(17 percent), and seven or more (29 percent). Most Pennsylvanis homemakers
shared information about two or three times a month; the majority of
Massachusetts homemakers discussed the program once a week on a regular
basis. From these results, it appears that informatfion sharing for project
participants was widespread and frequent.

Table 10 presents summary information on specific items homemakers
discussed with others. Items most often mentioned include recipes, general
nutrition information, food shopping, budgeting, menu planning, aﬁeciflc

nutrition information, and food preparation. Other items such as the use

L

23
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of leftovers, candy and junk foods, and good ecating habits were mentioned

less frequently.

Table 10

-

¢
P
e
sf
T
Y
Y
By
3
3
o
R

Ry
Vi

Specific Program Items Homemakers Most
Often Discussed With Others

Program Item Pennsylvania Massachusetts i

S

e—~e--w-m—=percent of respondentg==—r——=——

Recipes 20 ' 20

General nutrition )

information 13 19
Food shopping 12 12
Budgeting 6 13
Menu planning 5 8
Specific nutrition |

information 10 5
Food preparation 4 3
Other 30 20
Total percent 100 100

-

Jumber of responses
received ) 222 111

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

«

In reacting to project teaching methods, hohemakers in both states
indicated strong preferemces for one-to-one lessons in the home, either
alone or in combination with mail brochures. Very few respondents said

they liked mafled lessons exclusively.
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Al

The very similar reiuits from teaching preferences in both states
suggest that pe:aénal interaction detween the mutrition aide and thn

homemaker s an important factor in conducting effective nutrition

lessons. Nutrition aides argue that successful learning exﬁeriences often
depend on personal relationshipe with their clients. While the ultimate

goals for EFNEP homenmakers are the acquisition of knowledge and the

adoption of learned p:acttcea.’no&rishnent of {nterpersonal exchange can be
important means %o these ends.

The rationale for pilot testing home visits in combination with mail
and telephone contacts was that the use of mailed lessons would allow aides
to expand their clientele by freeing them for additional coatacts with | 7%
unserved homemakers. This could be one way of improving EFNEP“s efficlency |
from the point of view of the aides. Another poten;lal benefit of this N
alternative strategy is that the mailed lessons gavé the homemakers greater "
flexibility as well. Once the mail brochure arrived, the homemaker could
choose the best time to sit down and real through it. She was not
restricted to a predetermined pericd of forty—-five minutes in which to
study and learn lesson content. She could take as long as she liked to . e
read and reread the hrgchure. Later 1t was ussd as reference material in
discussions with the éide.’ Some homemakers also said they liked the
flexibility of mailed lessons because these freed the homemakers” schedules
and did not require them to be home as often as the one-to-one lessons. In
some cases, homemakers were not comfortable with aides visiting th;m at
home and the ma{l brochures helped alleviate this concern. Thus, in some

instances, home lessons supplemented by mailed information may be better

suited to both the client and the nutrition aide.

Q | . | 25




22

&

One can coneiude from homemakers” fesponses on :eaéhing preferences
that 4f the EFNEF program had‘hnlinitéd.reeources, the one-to-one teaching
method would be preferred. But homema%grs also reacted positively to
nupp{enenttng home leséons with maf{l and telephone contacts. Iﬁ light of
these findings, it apéears tnat providing homemakérs‘qith ieatning
experiences through a combination of'diteet one-to-one and indirect mail

and telephone means is a feasible alternative to direct con:acgfénly.

While homemakers f{n both states indicated a form of home iessnns was

. P £
their most preferred way of learning about nutrition, Pennsylvania and

&

Mﬂasachusetts tgspondents differed in their first choicefé% teaching
method. In Massachusétts, reapogdants‘ first choige wa; a combinaticn of
home and mailed lessons. However, Pennsylvanis participants most preferred
home vieits only. Approximately equal praportions of homemakers in each
state indicated these flrsc-érder preferences. |

These different responses may be attributed to rural--urban differences
in homemakers” place of residence. Most survey participants in
Pennsylvania were rural tesidentEg while those in Massachusetts were
urbagf._Althqugh perspgf; fg;ereetfqn appears to be an 1mpbrtg§§§pgrt °§.‘.
receiving nutrition lessons for most homemakers, it may be parcicularly
critical for rural participants. Aides have reported that their homemakers
often look forward to home lesson visite belause they are ~ne of only a few
contacts these homemakers have with persons outside ftheir immediate
neighborhood. Aides in Pennsglvania observe that once homemakers establish
raéport with their aide, they begin to view her not only as their teachgr‘
but as a friend, and they seek her advice on a variety of matters. The

aide”s status as a nutrition instructor tends to enhance her image as a

person with expertise in‘;he eyes of the homemakers.
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while the personal and social elements'of home visits are also
important to the urban homemakers in Massachusetts, these factors may be
less critical to the preferences of Massachusetts homemakers for type of

-

tekching method. Because they live in more densely popglated areas, urban
residents have contacts with a gréaéer number‘and'variety of Eéople. These
ﬁfmemakers may not experience the sume pﬁyaical or paographical isolation
as rural Pennsylvanians, andftperéfore do not emphasize on the home visit
in the ;ame way. The.use of mail as an instructional tool thug may- be
better recei{ved by participants in urban aieas. In order to bes equally
effective with both {hral and urban homemakers, it may be necessary for
EFENP to use different teaching methéds.

Homemakers in the two states gave positive evaluations of ghe teaching
materials. Flip charts appear to have beeﬁ an effective medium for

teaching. They found the flip charts and mailed lessons provided

understandable informatfon in the right quantity. . They said the telephone

calls were helpful, had the right amount of information, and were of the

appropriate length. Most respondents thought the pictures in the flip
charts made their understénding pf the 1nf§rmatian easier. Homemakers were
generally pleased with the variety of materisls used in the project.

At the same time, almost one-fourth of the homemakers in both states

expressed the opinions that information in the flip charts was too easy and

that the flip chart pictures made no difference to their understanding of

the lesson content. These responses suggest that some of the lesson
materials did not meet the needs of a substantial portion of the project
participants.

If the written i;formation seemed to lack depth and the illustrations

did not appeir to improve homemakers” comprehension of the materials, then

’ | 27
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perhaps the EFNEP audience {n fact {s more diverse in its abilities than
has been thought. The'veriation in educational levels of survey
participants as pfesen:ed in this report supports but does n;t explain the
observation that homemakzcs have dissimilar charactefistics. As EFNEP
curriculum materiais are modified and standardized for u;e in a number of
staies,.program planners as well as writers and editors may want to
consider the diverse characteristics of what could be a changing audience

of homemakers.

w “

The survey demonstrated that homemakers can be a prime gource of
information regarding the adequacy of program content.- Through questions

addressing program changes, homemakers in both states fidentified nutrition

education needs that the project had not met. ‘Responses clearly indicated

that homemakers were interested in learning more“about foods and nutritien
and that they also were willing to invest time in this task. Categories of--
needs included more information gbout menu planning, food shopping agd/or
budgeting, and {ood preparation. Homemakers specificall} requested more
recipes, more in—gepth matérials‘on all topics, énd more home’visits and
lessons. They also requested more ac:ivities'with the nutrition aide;
homemakers egpecially were interested in activities that involved food
preparation. fhey felt the nutrition aldes were helpfui in teaching nqt‘
only general nutrition information Lut also food shopping and menu planning
skills.

While general program reactions were positive, fewer Pennsylvania than
Massachusetts panticipantévsaid they had‘recommeﬁded the program to other .

people. 1n addition, more Pennsylvania respondents gave negative

suggestions for proyram changes they would like to have seen. Most of

23
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these suggestiods related to project methods~—the elimination of mailed
lessons, general prograr problems, and their dislike of telephone calls.
Pennsylvania participants generally appearedcless gatisfied with the

overall ﬁiogram than their colleagues in Massachusetts. However, the

-dif ferences between states should be viewed with some caution. While these

responses support the previoug finding that Penpsylvanians found the mail
plus telephone method less ;aéisfgc:ory than ;hose in Massachusetts, they
also suggest that the type ofgself—selectiqn used to recruit participants
in Massachusetts in factkway have influenced the general program
1mpréss£o§; of these hbmeﬁhke}g.' Becauseé Massachusetts survey pafticipants
also chose to be‘part of a lg;ger follow-up study, they secmed to view the
program more favorébly than tha Pennsylvania homemakers. '

Homemakers reﬁorteﬁ dramatic changes in food and nutriticnal practice§
as a‘result of‘program ingtruction. Not only did théy report‘sdéngng new .
practices, dut they séid that once they adopéed the pracfices they\SZed
them frequently.

These reported changes are important for two reasoas. The program
appears tovﬁave'had a favorable impact on food and nutritfonal practices of
participating homemakers. One objactive of EFNEF is to improve clients”
food and nutrition practices; another is.to raise clients” lével of
nutritional kﬁowledge. While the latter can be taught and measured
;giatively easily, behavioral effects are more-difficult to achievef__Yet
with an éudience of low-income homemakers, m&st of whom were food stanp
reciplents, 1t was pariicularly critical for the pilot autrition
instruction to have direct application to day-to-day ptaétices. The

project appears to have accomplished this, as measured by the participants

themselves.
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The practices also were adopted soon after they were taught, so’:%at
by the tine hoggmakers completed the lessons the frequency of applying a
particular type of learning had increased considerably. There is no
guarantee that homemakers maintained their reported levels of adoption\
frequency. However, the shift from almost half of the respondents
indicating they had never béfore followed a practice to at least two-thirds
noting they had implemented it two or more times a month indicates
effectiveness of the project.

Finally, nine out of ten homemakers said they communicated the
injormation they iéafn;d.to otner people on a regular basis. They shared
information with a variety of people, not only immediate relaﬁives)\ The .
items they discussed most éften related to tecipes,’focd shopping,
budgeting, and specifievas wall as general nutrition. Information
dissemination appears to have reached beyond the core of participating
homem;%ers by medns of this informal small grou#,érocess. Participants
perhaps gained support from this network of 1ntérested people at the ssme
time as others benefited from the educational content of the teaching. As
a result, even though project ins:rugtian was implemented on a one-to—-one

basis, the EFNEP program extended its 'services to a larger audience.

-

SUMMARY
3 4

Survey results of the EFNEP/Food Stamp Project show that low-income
homemakers were very interésted in receiving all kinds of food and
nutrition {nivi.ation which would help them in their daily routines.
Homemakers were very interested in consumer information, especially if it

dealt with strafregies for stretching the food dollar. The degree of

30




27

interest that homemakers expressed in the project and its content ‘supports
the argument for providing hemaﬁakers with nutrition education programs
during difficult economic times.

Even though the most preferred method of learning appe;red to be one-
to-one lessons in the home, homem.kers were receptive to the altermative
method of combining direct and indirect contacts as used in the‘project.
Homemakers felt they had changed old habiis and/or adopted new ones as. a
resglc of participating in the program. Finally; almost all homemakers
reported sharing learned information with others.

Thus, this project appears to have used techniques and materials
generally accep:ablevte homemakers. It also seems to have addressed basic
food and nutrition.needs of participants and to have affected their daily
food-related practices. .An awareness of individual homemaker
characteri{stics can help make the program informatfon better suited to a

diverse audience. In addition, some zdaptation of methodology and content

by local program staff may be necessary before these materials can be used

successfully in both rural and urban communities.
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- EFNEP/FOOD STAMP PILOT PROJECT EVALUATION

PSU TELEPHONE INTERVIEW
(Graduated Homemakers Only < No Controls)

DATE CALL ATTEMPTS

COUNTY 1D 1. (date) _ (time)
AIDE 10 - 2. __°
HOMEMAKER 1D 3.

GROUP ASSIGNMENT E T 0

(INTERVIEWER) May I speak to (HOMEMAKER) . ? This is (GIVE NAME)
from Penn State. 1'm calling about the Smart Shopping Good Eating nutrition pro-
gram you just finished. 1'd like to talk to you for a few minutes if this is a

* good time. (IF NOT, CALL BACK) (1) __» (2) » (3)

We are asking homemakers questions about the Smart Shopping Good Eating program
to find out how you enjoyed it and who you might have talked to about it. We -
would anpreciate you telling us what you both .liked and didn't 1ike about the
program. Do you have any questions before I begin? -

: 1. MHave you recommended this program to others? 1 gg%?;
/ (DO NOT READ) , .

[+ R e ettt ie e ere e 1

YES (60 TO QUESTION 3) ............. ceastseseasssnasess 2

DON'T KNOW s v vvvenorsmmron onnnnnnrnneneeneeerannnnsss - 9 !

Ly 2. 1f you haven't, would you recommend this program to others?

(DO NOT READ) ' ‘

NO - why not? ]

YES riiiiiieriaineaes e ebeeeeeceseiress e siaaaers 2

DON'T KNOW «vevrmnneosnssen uuuuunnrenenaensrennnes SUPUIN 2

* 33




The teaching method you received was __ _ (SEE GROUP ASSIGNMENT):

(FOR EXPERIMENTALS) That 1s, you received mailed Tessons as well
as lessons at home.

(FOR TRADITIONALS) That {s, you received lessons at home.

.From the fcllowing {tems, please choose the method you most prefer for
learning about nutrition.

a. (FOR EXPERIHENTAL HOMEMAKERS ONLY)

For the kind of lessons, would you most prefer
’QSSQﬂS in yourm -a.aoaaaea-ooaoo--ooaoae‘lo--e‘-ao-e-e‘cu-. 1

mailed lessons ....... G eeaseseasenesasnnneeencettaenaanananns 2
or some lessons at home and some majled .........eccecevunnnn 3
OTHER - what? I ' 8
DON'T KNOW cevoepenccnnnnenn. ceerenes teecescessssaraanas ceees 9

b. For the number of léssons, would you most prefer

fewer 1@SSONS .cccevvcoveoncrssooacsscccancacansas teeeasanes ee 1
the same number of 1essons ............. Cretreeeenas cernreees 2
or more lessons ......... P 3
DON'T KNOW ......... teeesssscnnnsssanenes Cesecestacanas teeess 9

c. For how often you receive the lessons, would you most prefer

less frequent lessons .......... teeveasees Ceerestresesenssnas 1
the same frequency of 1@SSONS .......... ceeerenas v eenees cees 2
or more frequent lessons ........... teeensesns cecesessaanases 3
DON'T KNOW .......cvvveee cecseaseans Ceereieecenane teesesenena 9

d. For additional materials, would you most prefer
act{Vities * R e e e 0RO 008N '. ® ® 0o &5 0 30 0 2o g3 R R IR T RO TYTOFRFE N e v e ’ 1
or handwts oo #0060 000 PR ® R O OO W C RO SR O RS Ree L) ; ............. [ I BN 2

(FOR EXPERIMENTAL HOMEMAKERS ONLY) *
or miled lesson activity sheets ............. eeerecenecasee 3
DON'T KNOW ........ cheeeeean S ereneeaeeeeees Ceeeesnaeeeens ceer 9

34
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(TRADITIONAL HOMEMAKERS) We'd 1ike to know how you 1iked the f1ip-

charts. Consider all the times the aide used the flipcharts.
a. Was the written information |

200 hard o understand ..........ocereseessecacanes 1
generally understandable ........... cecesssncecscne 2
or too easy ..... teesatosssssenas cecescecenas ceeees 3

mN‘T mow Ee 0PN RO O ROOROOO o0 s e s 000 F O EER VR ODS L 9

b. Did the lessons have

too little Information .......ccevceneee cesrneseses 1
the right amount of information ............... vees 2
or too much information .........ccv0eeee. ceseeeses 3
DON'T RKNOW ... .......... Weerececeasessasnanane eeee 9

c¢. Did the pictures

make it harder to understand the informatfon ...... 1

make it easfer to understand the informatfon ...... 2.
or neither helped nor hurt your understanding of

the ‘nformation .......ccoceeecriencionccconnccanes 3

DON'T KNON . ............ eeteeanernaseernracraais 9

(EXPERIMENTAL HOMEMAKERS) We'd 1ike to know how you 11ked
the different parts of the lessons.

a. First the flipcharts. Consider all the times the aide
used the flipcharts. .

1) Was the written information -~
too hard to understand .........ceeeecereanonns 1

generally understandable ..........ce0ccevennen 2
OF £O0 @BSY .ecoveecsnvcencnccsssnncs ceveacrue. 3
DON'T KNOW . .....cecececocomencascnanrsocncs vees 8

2) Did the lessons have

too-little information ..... Veeeeseaneracnansee 1.
the right amount of information ............... 2
or too much information ........coceecnrernanen 3
DON'T KNOW _..... e euaeaireesesasersassaeans 9
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make it harder to understand the information 1

make it easier to understand the information .. 2

or naither heipei! nror hurt your understanding

of the information .......ccoovveevicnrnnnnnes .

DON'T KNOW ... vvureecnrennronnnnns eeeeieeens .9 9

b. Now the mafled Yessons. - Take a minute to think of

the 7 lessons you received in the mail. These are
the folded pamphlets with the recipes on the back.
1) Nas the information ,,

too hard to understand ........ Ceceececancarane 1
. generally understandable ........... eeesecaens 2

or too €3Sy ...... tesesecteccecacanatrosonaanae 3

DON'T KNOW ........ eeneceeneeerasestsnsrsninaee 9 10
2) Did the lessons have | :

too little information .........cceevevevenenen ]

the right amount of information ............... 2 -

or too much Information .........cccveeeencnnes 3

DON'T KNOW ....... e eeenseeseencetassotecnansons 9 n
3) Were the pamphlets

00 SMATT  L...iieeeenieeanos ceenee Ceerenseanee ]

the right siz2 ............. necees ceceensesans 2

OF €00 BIG ..eureureriernnnniniaeieeeaen ... 3 -

DON'T KNOW ..vvvvveecneonee soonevanannncconnnns 9 12
4) How many of the recipes did you try? .

(DO NOT READ)

ONE, TWO OR THREE .....cicivieinrnrnnenncnnans 1

FOUR, FIVE OR SIX ...... eereaseenas ceeeesennas . 2

SEVEN, EIGHT OR NINE .......... ceveesterrane R |

DON'T KNOW .....ccvvverennres Ceeerecsessrsnaenns s 13
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¢. Finally the telephone calls. After each hailed lesson
the aide called to see that you had received it and to

answer your questions. Consider these calls all together.

1) Were the calls .
too Short cccccc te 000 G000 000 ® 88 000 BB BB eceoosn @

1
the right length of time ....... Ceeesesacne ceee 2
or to0 TONG ...ccecevcnccncnne eseseces erreseca 3_
DON'T KNOW .......... et e eeereeeeneeneenas .. 9

2) Did the aide discuss

too little information ......ccvvvecvccnnncennn ]
the right amount of information ............... s
or too much information ..........ccceeeevecncns 3
DON'T KNOW ......ccenenvecncocccrcanocscaca:s ee 9.

3) Were the calls

not at all helpful .......... cecense teeetvensae 1
generally helpful .......cceeeeicirenennnnnes .. 2
or very helpful  .....ciiireceecercasccccnascnns 3
DON'T KNOW .. ..vuveeinvones somnnnrnscasarsoan .9

What would you like to see changed in the program? (PROBE -
Anything else?)

(RESPONSE)

1
NOTHING v vvvevsevroocacsnansnnssnasansanoanns ereeees 2
DON'T KNOW ....oeoervnnens e eeerenneesaanee e 9
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. 1f you could choose only one thing; what did the aide teach

you that helped you the most? Please be as specific as
you can.

(RESPONSE)

(00 NOT READ) o

GENERAL NUTRITION INFORMATION (4 FOOD GROUPS) .........
MENU PLANNING ......... e eeeveeneasenensnsanaasaneoses
FOOD SHOPPING ......eevverunencessencns e eeeeneeaennee
OTHER  +veevevnsnenenesnsonnsnesassacans reeennaenaea.

CDON'T KNOW ..evvoenranes ...{(GO TO QUESTION 9) .........

Egggggiﬁguaigggggg the Smart Shopping Good Eatfng p;ogram.

._ TNAME PRACTICE FROM QUESTION 6)

(DO NOT READ) _E

213 11 D erees Ceernenens
LESS THAN ONCE A MONTH .............. eeraenenanrenenes
ABOUT ONCE A MONTH  ovevvvvnnnnenneennsansonsonnnnnnnnns 3
2 OR 3 TIMES A MONTH .......... e rereenseniraenenaenes 4
ABOUT ONCE A WEEK ..... et reeneneeserenre et 5
2 OR 3 TIMES A WEEK OR MORE . ..covvvvvvvrrornnonnonanns 6

DON'T KNOW ... iveceenncnannses G eeeeereniaons Ceaveseoes 9

Ew.lbﬁ.gw.hg{:.téniim the Smart Shopping Good Eating
program, how often do you , ?

TRAME PRACTICE FROM QUESTION 6)

(DO NOT READ)

NEVER oevevvnnenns e et eee e )
LESS THAN ONCE A MONTH ..eennnrerrerennonnans e 2
ABOUT ONCE A MONTH .evvvrnrrececnnnocecns eeeeeaiaaes 3
2 OR 3 TIMES A MONTH .............. e e e erenaraee &
ABOUT ONCE A MEEK  ooo'oeerennnnnnnenesnsnosecrsnannnns 5
2 OR 3 TIMES A WEEK OR MORE ....... e rrereenieeaaees 6
DON'T KNOW ...... ceaeeees esesraves R 9

38

CODING
COLUMN

18

19

20



[Kc

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Ldanae
e oy

3 10.

1.

, (RESPONSE)

35

While you were recefving lessons, did you learn about nutri-
tion from anywhere other than the aide?

(DO NOT READ)

NO (6O TO QUESTION 11) .............. . 1
YES ......... Ceeeereereaeeeaa rereene ceenenn e 2
DON'T KNOM ..o 60 10 QUESTION M) ........ 9

Where else did you learn about nutrition? (PROEE -
Anywhere e\se?)

(DO NOT READ) , (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)
FRIENDS, NEIGHBORS OR RELATIVES .......... ceeeee R I
AGENCIES .evvvveveeneene. eveerneerieniaes U I
NEWSPAPERS  +.vvvrveevneeenonenns b eeesenreara et raanee ¥
TVOR RADIO vvuvrverenecnncnnen e eeeeesetennernienaas 1
OTHER - what? : \ 8
DON'T KNOW .....evveneens ceraeereans Ceeenenenas ceeensaen 9

If you could choose only one thing, what could the aide
have done that would have he!ped you more?

(DO NOT READ)

TAUGHT MORE ABOUT 4 FOOD GROUPS (GENERAL NUTRITION) ...
TAUGHT MORE ABOUT MENU PLANNING OR FOOD PREPARATION ... 2

TAUGHT MORE ABOUT SHOPPING OR BUDGETING ............... 3
MADE MORE HOME VISITS ........... I
ANSWERED MORE QUESTIONS v.vvvvevrerensnrncnrnnnnescnnns 5
NOTHING ........... ceeees et reeaenareeneaeaees eereees 6
1} 1111 S eebeeneeenres Ceerenneeene 8
DON'T KNOW .. etrerernnrenesnesosansesssosssaansnarasas 9

-39

CODING
COLUMN

21

2
23
- 24
25
26
27

28



36

There are just a few more questions.

12. Many people like to discuss new experiences with others.
Now we'd like to know who you tal ed with about the
nutrition progran. Nhile you were receiving nutrition
Jessons, did you talk about the program with anyone
other than the aide?

NO {CONCLUDE INTERVIEW - Thank you for your time and
cooperation; we also appreciate your participation :
in the Smart Shopping Geod Eating program.) ....... 1

3 .2

DON'T KNOW, DON'T REMEMBER (CONCLUDE INTERVIEW - Thank |
you for your time and cooperation; we also appreciate ,
your participation in the Smart Shopping Good Eating
PrOGFAM ) Lt eevrcvncvonerocrencaeneacnnroonnanseneanes \ 9

.5’13. Who did you talk with? (IF HOMEMAKER SEEMS RELUCTANT TO
SAY, ADD, You do not need to give us the name of the person;
PROBE - Anyone else?)

(DO NOT READ) (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

FRIEND(S) OR REIGHBOR(S) .....cevvvnenrirnrrrnnnrocenns 1
RELATIVE(S) t.viuiiniiiinnneerrereennsionnnaonanannns 1
OTHER(S) - who? ' 8
DON'T KNOW L ottiiiriiiene tievreriennncneneennenanens 9

14. How many people did you talk with all together?

(DO NOT READ)

ONE OR TWO  oevvveevneneeneonsnsonnennsonenensenenanens ]
THREE OR FOUR  o\irtireiiinenerseerenneenncsnnennenns 2
FIVE OR SIX  tivinrereeeeeoeneeeenecsecenconnssesnsonnas 3
SEVEN OR EIGHT ........covvnvnnn. ettt e 4
NINE OR TEN otvtverenieennnerenenareenenensononcocenes 5
MORE THAN TEN  o.ttiriirnenrvnevneeenenennvonosonnonnnns 6
DON' T KNOW it eresss caeenennenenconssusenennnns 9
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15. Was this person participating in the program?
{How many of these people were)
(DO NOT READ) '
NONE .. i i i i Ceereaseneon Mesereenn 1
ONE ... e, et n e raeas Ceereaes 2
L 3
THREE . ittt it it tenerarrotaooesoaarasasenansanns 4
FOUR .. it ittt iiie i ienennans Ceereeenas ceeeruiean 5
o A ceeer 6
MORE THAN FIVE ........ Creesenens et reneeereteaereeeas 7
DON'T KNUW . it iiiiemesrannnnsanaannas Ceceecua 9
16, 'Nhat specific things related to the program did you talk
about with this person? (PROBE - Anything else?)
(these people)
/" (RESPONSE)
. : 1
DON'T KNOW ... iiiiiiiinvanr seenocnnnanns Ceeerceerneaens 9
This 1s the last question.
17. What is the most often you talked with any gpe person?
(DO NOT READ)
LESS THAN ONCE A MONTH. ... .. itiiteiienrieennnrencanns 1
CABOUT ONCE A MONTH  «oovvinvneeernnnaeaneenennnnnnes 2
2 0R 3 TIMES A MONTH ... cviiteevrenernnnenecnsoneasonn 3
ABOUT ONCE A WEEK  ou'uunenernveennnnnnnnnnnnnnenass 4
2 OR 3 TIMES A WEEK .veivvvrvrenrnrnnnoncnnonnssnnsnas 5
ONCE A DAY o ittiir e iarenrrosorrnnorennnroansnasas 6
DOR' T KNOW e veaereeenseenenaaense. e 9
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Thank you for your time and cooperation; we also app'reciate your parti-
cipation in the Smart Shupping Good Eating program,
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